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Abstract 
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to explore the cultural underpinnings of accounting 
practices through a comparative analysis of India and New Zealand, using the chairperson’s 
report, which is increasingly becoming one of the most important segments of the 
corporate annual report. 
Design/methodology/approach – The annual reports of Indian and New Zealand companies 
from 2001 to 2005 were selected to investigate the extent and nature of information 
disclosure in their chairperson’s report. “Content analysis” is the main methodological 
orientation of the paper. 
Findings – The paper argues that, contrary to propositions based on Hofstede’s cultural 
framework, Indian companies provide more disclosure in their chairperson’s report than 
their New Zealand counterparts. This leads to the conclusion that voluntary disclosure, more 
generally, is a complex phenomenon and cultural variables alone may not be sufficient 
predictors of the voluntary disclosure practices of a country. 
Originality/value – Using India and New Zealand, two countries with significant cultural 
differences, according to Hofstede’s typology, the paper extends the literature by focusing 
on the chairperson’s report, a more recent accounting phenomenon which is gaining 
popularity across the globe. 
Keywords Chairmen, Financial reporting, India, New Zealand, National cultures 
Paper type Research paper 
 
Introduction 
It has long been established that the separation of ownership from control makes the 
annual report an important medium for communication between public corporations and 
various stakeholders (Santema et al., 2005; Stanton et al., 2004; Stanton and Stanton, 2002). 
Chambers (1991) contends that through both the preparation and audit of financial 
statements, the accounting profession is well-placed to provide assurance of fairness 
between management and other parties that are interested in a corporate entity’s 
performance (Barlett and Chandler, 1997; Courtis, 1995). A growing number of research 
studies have therefore sought to understand how national differences impact on the 
content of annual reports, as reflected in the variation of accounting practice in differing 
contexts (Perera, 1989; Sudarwan and Forgarty, 1996; Desmond, 2000; Abeysekera and 
Guthrie, 2005). 
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The large majority of these studies have focused on corporate disclosure patterns in annual 
reports (Beattie and Jones, 2000; Courtis and Hassen, 2002; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2004). 
Within this context, accounting researchers have investigated a wide range of issues 
including, the readability of annual reports (Clatworthy and Jones, 2001; Courtis, 1998, 
1995); the use of annual reports for impression management (Neu et al., 1998; Stanton et 
al., 2004); producing annual reports on the internet (Gowthorpe, 2004); the use of graphics 
and different colours in annual reports (Beattie and Jones, 2000, 2001, 2002; Courtis, 2004); 
the pattern of management commentary (Teixeira, 2004); human capital reporting 
(Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2004); reporting of intellectual capital (Abeysekera and Guthire, 
2005); and risk in annual reports (Linsley and Shrives, 2005). These studies have 
documented interesting findings on patterns of corporate voluntary reporting, such as 
creating positive impression through the use of selective financial graphs (Beattie and Jones, 
2000) and disclosing more voluntary information in times of less favourable share 
performance (Leventis and Weetman, 2004). 
Regardless of the cultural differences between the countries that have been studied in the 
literature, the content of annual reports generally include quantitative information, 
narratives, photographs, tables, and graphs commonly divided into two sections capturing 
the statutorily required disclosures and voluntary disclosure practices, which reflect the 
management team’s desires to communicate with stakeholders beyond that required by law 
(Stanton et al., 2004). The presentation of these various items are largely strategic; for the 
majority of corporations, Stanton et al. (2004) observed that the statutorily required 
financial statements are usually assigned either to a rear section or to a separate volume 
and the larger up-front section contains mainly voluntary disclosure. Following Smith and 
Taffler (2000), we describe the latter section as the narrative section which includes the very 
important yet unaudited and unregulated chairperson’s reports (Clatworthy and Jones, 
2001). 
Corporate disclosure in India is governed by the Companies Act 1956[1], the Securities and 
Exchange Board of India (Amendment) Act 2002 and the Indian Accounting Standards (ASs). 
On the other hand, the corporate disclosure in New Zealand is governed by the Companies 
Act 1993 and New Zealand Financial Reporting Standards. A major similarity between the 
two regulatory environments is the complete absence of any requirement to disclose 
specific information items in their chairperson’s report. This lack of regulation for the 
chairperson’s reports, Clatworthy and Jones (2001) argue, presents an impression of a 
management opportunity for corporate executives to manipulate their intended audience 
through the amount of information disclosed (i.e. disclosing as much or as little information 
as they seem necessary). This argument requires research attention in light of the growing 
evidence in prior research suggesting that the chairpersons’ statement contains the most 
crucial information about a corporation and can provide strong signals of corporate survival 
or impending failure (Staff, 1992; Barlett and Chandler, 1997; Teixeira, 2004; Smith and 
Taffler, 2000) [2]. 
Our principal objective in this paper is to explore the extent to which cultural value 
orientations (such as secrecy versus transparency) are reflected in the content and 
presentation of the chairperson’s report, through a comparative analysis of annual reports 
published by Indian and New Zealand companies (two countries that show significant 
differences in their cultural value orientations as documented by Hofstede (1980). We 
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hypothesise that since New Zealand is represented by Hofstede as more culturally open 
than India, chairperson’s reports in New Zealand companies should reflect this openness 
and vice versa for Indian companies. Our findings however, suggest that while they may be 
important in some contexts, cultural value orientations are not explanatory factors for 
disclosures in the chairperson’s report. This conclusion both extends and challenges the 
extant culture-based international accounting literature. 
The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In the next section, we review the literature, 
which explores the impact of cultural value orientations on accounting practices in various 
contexts. We then present our theoretical framework, which not only guides us in making 
sense of the empirical evidence but is also central to the development of research 
propositions in the paper. Our data collection and analyses procedures are then presented 
before our findings and conclusions. 
 
A review of the literature 
The influence of culture on accounting practice continues to attract significant research 
attention. While a common focus of this body of literature is an appreciation of how cultural 
differences are significant explanatory variables for diversity of accounting practice around 
the world, we argue that the literature can be dichotomized into those that involve a 
comparative analysis between countries and their accounting practices, versus those studies 
that are based on an analysis of accounting and culture within a single country context. In 
this section, we provide a brief review of the former, highlighting how our paper challenges 
or extends the existing literature. 
In their comprehensive study, Doupnik and Salter (1995) sought wider views on the impact 
of cultural differences in diversity of accounting practice worldwide and supported the 
widely held view that a society’s institutional structure, including the accounting system, is 
significantly influenced by its cultural norms and values. Their study set the stage for 
another large-scale project by Archambault and Archambault (2003), which empirically 
tested a model focusing on cultural, national, and corporate factors that influence the 
financial disclosure of corporations using a sample of companies in 33 countries. 
Archambault and Archambault (2003) provided additional support for some of the findings 
of Doupnik and Salter (1995), notably, that disclosure is influenced by an interaction 
between culture, national systems, and corporate systems. Using a much smaller sample, 
Zarzeski (1996) explored accounting disclosure practices and the prospects of the 
harmonisation drive in a sample of seven industrialised countries, namely: France, Germany, 
Hong Kong, Japan, Norway, the UK, and the USA, and found that total accounting 
harmonisation may be futile largely because accounting disclosure practices appear to be 
culture-driven through market forces (Santema et al., 2005, for a European study with 
similar conclusions). Zarzeski’s concern was further echoed by MacArthur (1996) who found, 
in his investigation of the influence of cultural factors on the corporate comment letters 
sent to the International Accounting Standards Committee in response to exposure draft 32, 
“comparability of financial statements,” that cultural factors significantly affected the international 
accounting preferences of corporate management. Similarly, Ding et al. (2005) concluded that while 
differences in legislative environment were important for International Accounting Standard 
adoption, cultural differences were more potent explanatory variables in the large majority of the 
contexts that they studied. 
Comparative studies between developed and developing countries are also becoming common in 
the literature. For example, Williams and Tower (1998) investigated the differential reporting 
practices in Singapore and Australia from a small business managers’ perspective and argued that 
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disclosure preference of small business enterprise are culturally based. In the area of voluntary 
reporting in particular, which essentially is the primary disclosure requirement for unlisted small- to 
medium-sized enterprises in most countries, culture seems to be the most important determinant of 
the extent of disclosure provided. Similarly, Garcia-Sordo and Baren (1999) studied the impact of 
national culture on the preference for alternate accounting controls between USA and Mexico and 
provided evidence that certain aspects of national culture do significantly affect the effectiveness of 
controls. In a slightly different, yet extremely interesting comparative analysis, Salter and Sharp 
(2001, p. 33) observed that small cultural differences between the USA and Canada can make a huge 
difference in the susceptibility of managers to agency stimuli. They noted that since Americans were 
more individualistic than Canadians, American managers were found to be more likely than 
Canadians to “escalate commitment to failing projects”. This study concludes that even countries 
with very little perceived cultural differences, like Canada and the USA, cultural variables remain 
significant explanations for differences in accounting practice. 
A common thread that binds the literature together is the overwhelming view that cultural factors 
significantly influence accounting practice. While differences exist in the level or strength of culture 
as an explanatory variable across the studies reviewed, the overwhelming evidence in the literature 
suggests that culture is a crucial factor that contributes to international differences in accounting 
practice. It is therefore important to explore the extent to which new developments in accounting, 
such as the chairperson’s report, are influenced by national cultural values. Using New Zealand and 
India, two countries with significant cultural differences according to Hofstede’s typology, this paper 
seeks to extend the literature by focusing on the chairperson’s report, a more recent accounting 
phenomenon which is gaining popularity across the globe. In the next section, we present the 
theoretical framing which guides our appreciation of the impact of culture on disclosures in the 
chairperson’s report. 
As indicated earlier, the principal objective of this paper is to investigate whether cultural value 
orientation affects the voluntary disclosure of information by company chairpersons in their 
statements provided in the annual report. Like most of the studies reviewed above, the starting 
point for this endeavour is Hofstede’s (1980, 1984, 1991) typology on national cultural value 
orientations. Although the use of Hofsete’s typology to appreciate accounting phenomena has been 
criticised by some accounting researchers, our choice of this lens is guided primarily by our need to 
engage with the current literature which overwhelmingly draws on his work. Our use of Hofstede 
does not only allow us to establish the perceived differences between the two countries that 
represent our empirical focus, but also compare culture-based disclosure expectations with actual 
practice in both countries. We further draw on Gray’s (1988) extension of Hofstede’s work, since 
that was conducted with an accounting audience in mind, hence allowing us to somewhat 
avoid some of the criticisms of Hofstede’s work. 
Although Hofstede’s cultural dimensions model has been criticised in the literature 
(Baskerville, 2003; McSweeney, 2002a, b), it is almost exclusively used in accounting 
research since Gray (1988) introduced it to the accounting literature about two decades 
ago. The number of accounting studies utilising the Hofstede-Gray framework continues to 
grow at a rate which suggests its general acceptance or its influence among researchers in 
this field (Pratt and Behr, 1987; Perera, 1989; Gerhardy, 1991; Doupnik and Salter, 1995; 
Baydoun and Willett, 1995; Sudarwan and Fogarty, 1996; MacArthur, 1996; Zarzeski, 1996; 
Roxas and Stoneback, 1997; Williams and Tower, 1998; Nobes, 1998; Garcia-Sordo and 
Baren, 1999; Jaggi and Low, 2000; Haniffa and Cooke, 2002; Archambault and Archambault, 
2003; Chanchani and Willett, 2004; Santema et al., 2005; Ding et al., 2005; Qu and Leung, 
2006) [3]. We provide our readings of both Hofstede and Gray in the next section, as a 
prelude for our empirical analysis.  
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Hofstede’s dimensions of culture  
Since Hofstede’s work is widely understood (albeit with varying slants) in the literature, our 
presentation here will be brief to highlight the four value dimensions of national cultures 
and how this relates to New Zealand and India. The conceptual clarity and statistical 
strength of Hofstde’s “culture’s consequences: international differences in work-related 
values” has greatly stimulated activities in international accounting and management 
research. Based on the analysis of about 72,000 survey answers from International Business 
Machines (IBM) employees from 40 countries, Hofstede proposed four dimensions for 
distinguishing between countries in terms of the value orientations that are observable at 
workplaces in these countries. In a later study, Hofstede (1991) extended his survey to IBM 
employees of 50 countries and three regions and provided the scores and ranks of these 
countries and regions, respectively, in regard to four cultural value dimensions [4]. These 
value dimensions of national cultures are reviewed below. 
Large versus small power distance. “Power distance” refers to the extent of inequality of 
power among societal members in institutional and organisational contexts within a 
particular geographic location. Hierarchical societies are characterised by high power 
distance with no requirement for any justification of the unequal dispersion of power 
among its members. On the other hand, societies characterised by small power distance 
strive for equalisation of power and demand justification for power inequalities (Gray, 
1988). Table I shows the scores and ranks of some selected countries in terms of “power 
distance” as per Hofstede’s (1991, p. 26) typology. 
From Hofstede’s studies, Asian, African, and Latin both (European and American) 
are characterised by high “power distance” while others such as non-Latin European, USA 
and Great Britain together with its former dominions, are low “power distance” countries 
(Hofstede, 1991). The focus countries in this study, India, and New Zealand, are 
characterised as high power distance and low power distance, respectively [5]. 
Table 1. Power distance index (PDI) values 
 
Individualism versus collectivism. In societies described as individualistic in Hofstede’s 
typology, there is an overwhelming expectation of members to take care of themselves and 
their immediate family members without any role for society. Collectivistic societies, on the 
other hand, are characterised by tightly knit social frameworks in which individuals can 
expect their relatives and friends to take care of them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty 
(Gray, 1988). The scores and ranks of some countries in regard to “individualism” are shown 
in Table II (Hofstede, 1991, p. 53). 
Most wealthy countries are characterised by high “individualism,” whereas most of the poor 
countries score low on that metric (Hofstede, 1991). Our focus countries in this study, India 
and New Zealand, are characterised as collectivist and individualistic, respectively. 
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Table II. Individualism index (IDV) values 
 
 
 
Table III. Masculinity index (MAS) values 
 
 
 
Masculinity versus femininity. “Masculinity,” according to Hofstede, signifies a preference 
for achievement, heroism, assertiveness and material success in society, while “femininity” 
is at the opposing end, symbolising a preference for relationships, modesty, caring for the 
weak and the quality of life (Gray, 1988). The scores and ranks of some selected countries in 
terms of “masculinity” are shown in Table III (Hofstede, 1991, p. 84). 
The most masculine country is Japan, with a score of 95 and both New Zealand and India are 
characterised as moderately masculine with scores of 58 and 56, respectively. 
Strong versus weak uncertainty avoidance. The final dimension in Hofstede’s cultural value 
orientation is “uncertainty avoidance” which refers to the extent to which the members of a 
society feel uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity. The main issue in this metric is 
whether society tries to control the future or just lets it happen (Gray, 1988). The scores and 
ranks of some selected countries concerning “uncertainty-avoidance” are shown in Table IV 
(Hofstede, 1991, p. 113). 
Latin American, Latin European, and Mediterranean countries together with Japan and 
South Korea are characterised by high “uncertainty-avoidance,” whereas all Asian countries 
except Japan and Korea score medium to low. Both India and New Zealand score 
moderately on this dimension, although the level of uncertainty avoidance is slightly higher 
for New Zealand. 
 
Table IV.  Uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) values 
 
 
 
6 
 
Cultural influence on accounting – Gray’s proposed accounting subcultures 
Gray (1988) theorised connections between Hofstede’s (1980) cultural values and 
accounting values. He developed a model to explain the association between Hofstede’s 
cultural dimensions and accounting sub-cultural values, and developed hypotheses on their 
association. Gray’s model made a notable contribution to explain the impact of Hofstede’s 
cultural values on the measurement and disclosure dimensions of accounting systems in 
different countries. The accounting values used by Gray included professionalism versus 
statutory control, uniformity versus flexibility, conservatism versus optimism, and secrecy 
versus transparency. The last value grouping forms the core of this paper as information 
disclosure in chairperson’s statement in the annual report may depend upon the level of 
secrecy in a culture. Gray’s proposed accounting sub-cultures are summarised below. 
This first dimension, professionalism versus statutory control, is related to a preference for 
exercising professional judgment and the maintenance of professional self-regulation as 
opposed to compliance with strict legal requirements and statutory control. The second 
dimension, uniformity versus flexibility signifies a preference for the imposition of uniform 
accounting practices for all companies and for consistent use of such practices over time, 
rather than allowing flexible practices depending on the perceived circumstances of 
individual companies. The third dimension, conservatism versus optimism, is related to a 
preference for a careful approach to measurement taking the uncertainty of future events 
into consideration instead of a more optimistic, laissez-faire and risk-taking approach. The 
fourth and final dimension, secrecy versus transparency, refers to a preference for 
confidentiality and the restriction of disclosing information about a company only to those 
who are closely involved with its management and financing as opposed to a more 
transparent, open and publicly accountable approach.  
Gray (1988, p. 11) hypothesises that:  
[...] the higher the country ranks in terms of uncertainty avoidance and power 
distance and the lower it ranks in terms of individualism and masculinity, the more 
likely it is to rank highly in terms of secrecy. 
 
Table V. Relationship between cultural and accounting values 
 
 
 
The relationship proposed by Gray (1988) between cultural and accounting values is shown 
in Table V. 
In Table V, “þ” signifies the fact that the relationship is positive between the relevant 
variables, and “2” refers to a negative relationship. “?” suggests that the relationship is 
undetermined. According to Gray, as shown in Table V, high power distance and uncertainty 
avoidance culture oriented countries are expected to be secretive in accounting disclosure 
practices and low individualistic and masculine culture oriented countries are also expected 
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to be secretive. Perera (1989, p. 47) also argue that the degree of secrecy preferred in an 
accounting sub-culture would influence the extent of the information disclosed in 
accounting reports. For Gray (1988), high secrecy in accounting values means a preference 
for confidentiality and the restriction of disclosure of information about a company only to 
those who are closely involved with its management and financing, as opposed to a more 
transparent, open and publicly accountable approach. 
 
Research proposition 
The discussion in the two preceding sections leads us to the following research proposition: 
Company chairpersons belonging to secretive cultures will disclose less information 
voluntarily in their statements in annual reports compared to company chairpersons 
of transparent value oriented countries. 
 
In order to explore this proposition, this study investigates the disclosure of information in 
chairpersons’ statements in annual reports of selected Indian and New Zealand companies. 
As discussed in the theoretical framing section, since India is characterised as a country with 
a more secretive culture than New Zealand, the chairpersons’ statements in the annual 
reports of Indian companies can be expected to provide less information compared to the 
chairpersons’ statements in the annual reports of New Zealand companies. To explore this 
propositions, we conduct a content analysis of annual reports from companies in both 
countries. We then provide some reflections on Gray’s (1988) framework and its 
applicability to the context studied in this paper. In the next section, we provide a more 
general comparison of accounting values between New Zealand and India as a prelude for 
focusing on the chairperson’s statements. 
 
Accounting values in India and New Zealand – a comparison 
As indicated in the preceding section, it is expected that accounting practice would differ 
between India and New Zealand due to differences in their cultures. It is significant to note 
here that New Zealand is a bi-cultural country and has two distinct separate cultures 
reflecting the existence of the indigenous population (Maori) and of the European settlers 
(Pakeha). Despite the bi-cultural nature of New Zealand, the accounting profession, senior 
management and the board of directors of almost all the major companies are dominated 
by the Pakeha population (Nobes, 1998, p. 180). 
Therefore, New Zealand’s culture as documented in Hofstede’s value orientations, reflects 
this domination of the Pakeha group and underscores our study as well. In terms of 
accounting systems, Nobes (1998) categorises New Zealand as a Class A country, which 
means that accounting systems are predominantly designed to meet shareholder 
information requirements. As with other developed countries (Perera, 1989), average 
corporate disclosure in New Zealand is expected to be higher than companies in emerging 
markets like India (Salter, 1998). This expected disclosure level is based on the premise that 
the cultural values of Pakeha dominated New Zealand suggest a much higher degree of 
transparency than, say, India. 
On the other hand, as Singh (2005) argues, India is one of the oldest civilisations with a rich 
cultural heritage. It has 28 states and seven union territories with over 1,027 million people. 
However, although the Indian population is far from homogenous, Picard and Reis (2002) 
observe that religion is the central element that binds Indian people together and largely 
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forms the basis for their common cultural values. The role of religion in Indian culture is 
captured by Gannon (2001) who argues that: 
In India religious life forms the central theme, the keynote of the whole music of the 
nation [...] India’s history reflects the cycles of chaos and harmony epitomized by the 
Dance of Shiva [...] The Indian perspectives on life tends to differ most sharply from 
that of Europe and the USA in the value that it accords to the discipline of philosophy 
[...] In India philosophy tends to overlap with religion, and it is regarded as the key to 
life itself, clarifying its essential meaning and the way to attain spiritual goals [...]. 
Elsewhere philosophy and religion pursued distinct and different paths, which may 
have crossed but never merged [...] In India it is not always possible to differentiate 
between the two. 
 
We argue that based on Hofstede’s typology and the existing literature, there is little doubt 
that cultural differences exist between India and New Zealand and as a result some 
differences in accounting practices are expected. Tables VI-IX show these differences, as 
documented in Gray’s (1988) accounting subculture analysis. 
 
Table VI. Accounting values on the basis of power distance. 
 
 
 
Table VII. Accounting values on the basis of individualism 
 
 
 
The analyses shown in Tables VI-IX suggest that Indian accounting profession could be 
categorised as low in professionalism and high in uniformity, conservatism and secrecy. On 
the other hand, New Zealand scored high in professionalism and low in other accounting 
values (uniformity, conservatism, and secrecy). However, the relation between masculinity 
with conservatism and secrecy in Table IX suggest that both countries are moderate in these 
two dimensions but New Zealand’s accounting values are relatively less secretive and 
conservative than India, as it scores higher in masculinity (58) compared to India (56). 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, power distance and individualism, and the corresponding 
dimensions in Gray’s analysis in an accounting context, clearly suggests Indian culture and 
accounting practices would be more secretive than the case in New Zealand. Although 
Hofstede assigned India a low uncertainty score, other literature has suggested that 
uncertainty avoidance score for India should be high, which again indicates high secretive 
accounting culture for India (Picard and Reis, 2002). Hence, it is expected that New Zealand 
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companies will provide more information in their chairperson’s statement/report relative to 
their Indian counterparts. 
 
Table VIII. Accounting values on the basis of uncertainty avoidance. 
 
 
 
Table IX. Accounting values on the basis of masculinity 
 
 
 
Research method and data analysis 
Research method 
The research method includes an exploration of web sites of a sample of Indian and New 
Zealand companies. Web sites of these companies were visited to obtain the annual reports 
from 2001 to 2005. The sample of companies includes 49 top companies in terms of market 
capitalisation of India and New Zealand, respectively. The list of top 49 Indian companies 
was obtained from www.indiainfoline.com as on June 12, 2005, while the list of top 49 New 
Zealand companies was obtained from The Weekly Diary, published by New Zealand Stock 
Exchange, as on November 25, 2005. Our use of market capitalisation as a proxy for 
company size is consistent with prior studies such as Debreceny et al. (2002) and Craven and 
Marston (1999). It has been hypothesised that, larger firms will try to provide more 
information in both of these countries compared to smaller firms, as larger firms possess 
the resources and expertise necessary for the production and publication of financial 
statements to meet the diverse requirements of many shareholders and creditors (Ahmed, 
1994). Once the selection of the top companies in both countries was done, the search 
engine www.yahoo.com was used to obtain the web sites of Indian companies, while the 
New Zealand Stock Exchange web site was used to obtain the web sites of the 
corresponding New Zealand companies. 
 
Data analysis 
Content analysis which has been used widely to examine the extent of disclosure in prior 
studies was our chosen approach to gaining an understanding of the annual report 
disclosures in the selected companies (Ahmed and Sulaiman, 2004; Cunningham and 
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Gadenne, 2003; Harte and Owen, 1991; Linsley and Shrives, 2005). As a research method, 
content analysis requires the selection of the recording unit or a specific section of the 
context unit in the written material that is placed in a category. There are several 
alternatives in determining the recording unit, such as a word, group of words, a sentence, a 
paragraph, or an entire document (Government Accountability Office – GAO, 1982). In this 
paper, we use sentences as the recording unit. This is due to the fact that there can be a mix 
of various information items in chairpersons’ statements/reports in the same page or 
paragraph. Therefore, a “paragraph” or “page” would not be suitable recording units, while 
“words” do not convey any meaning without sentences (Milne and Adler, 1999) and hence 
these have been discarded as recording units for the purpose of this paper. Similarly, 
graphical diagrams, pictures and captions to pictures of activities were excluded from the 
analysis, as their inclusion would involve a high level of subjectivity (Ahmed and Sulaiman, 
2004). 
To conduct the analysis, categories are required to be provided as they provide the 
structure for grouping recording units (GAO, 1982). In this paper, categories have been 
developed by drawing on various studies, including human resource accounting (Abeysekera 
and Guthrie, 2004) and literature dealing with environmental reporting (Ahmed and 
Sulaiman, 2004; Thompson and Cowton, 2004). The categories used in the paper are as 
follows: 
(1) Company profile. 
(2) Product and/or service information. 
(3) Investor information. 
(4) Human resource: 
. Employee welfare and safety. 
. Executive compensation plan. 
. Employee compensation plan. 
. Efficiency ratios: value added (VA)/expert. 
. Efficiency ratios: VA/employee. 
. Others. 
(5) Social information (excluding environmental information): 
. Monetary. 
. Non-monetary. 
. Good news. 
. Bad news. 
. Neutral news 
(6) Environmental information: 
. Monetary: 
– Provision for clean up costs. 
– Contingent liability data. 
– Prospective environmental expenditure. 
– Historical environmental expenditure. 
– Statement of progress on environmental performance against quantified 
targets. 
– Others. 
. Non-monetary: 
– Statement of assurance from management of compliance with external 
standards. 
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– Summary of results of environmental audits. 
– Corporate environmental policy statement. 
– A statement of intent with regard to environmental audits. 
– Narrative environmental disclosures. 
– Management’s responsibilities for monitoring environmental performance. 
. Good news. 
. Bad news. 
. Neutral news. 
(7) Financial information. 
(8) Corporate governance. 
(9) Others. 
 
Content analyses results 
The analysis section is divided into two sub-sections. In the first sub-section content of the 
annual reports of 2005 only are analysed. In the second sub-section contents of the annual 
reports for years 2001-2005 are analysed in order to establish a disclosure trend that would 
supplement the analyses provided in the first analytical sub-section. 
Content analyses results – 2005 annual reports. Tables X-XIII show a comparison of the 
nature and extent of information disclosed by Indian and New Zealand companies in their 
chairpersons’ statement. 
 
Table X. Disclosure position of main information. 
 
 
 
On average Indian companies provide more information about their products and/or 
services compared to New Zealand companies, while companies in both countries provide 
about the same amount of financial information. Indian companies also disclose significantly 
more information in their chairpersons’ statement, as the average number of sentences 
disclosed by these companies is 99.37 compared to 44.90 sentences disclosed on average by 
New Zealand companies. 
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Table XI. Details of human resource information disclosure 
 
 
 
Table XI shows that Indian companies provide more information concerning human 
resource compared to New Zealand companies. Indian companies also disclose more 
information about employee welfare and safety compared to New Zealand companies. 
Disclosure of Indian companies in regard to employee welfare and safety mostly included 
general comments, such as employee welfare is their priority, without specifically 
mentioning the endeavour taken to achieve this goal. On the other hand, while none of the 
Indian companies disclosed executive compensation plan, some New Zealand companies 
disclosed such information. 
 
Table XII. Details of social information disclosure 
 
 
Again Table XII shows that on average Indian companies disclosed more non-monetary 
social information compared to New Zealand companies. However, most of this non-
monetary information merely provided general information, such as donation to various 
funds without mentioning the amount of such donations. Furthermore, Indian companies 
did not disclose any bad news, while only three sentences had been disclosed by New 
Zealand companies. This may be due to the fact that these companies do not have such 
news to disclose, or they were trying to make a positive public impression, by suppressing 
such news. 
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The disclosure of neutral news in terms of involvement with the society was significantly 
high for Indian companies compared to their New Zealand counterparts. Neutral news does 
not provide positive/negative outcome of the interaction of these companies with society, 
and merely provides comments such as expressing thanks to the wider community, 
donations to different projects without mentioning the exact amount and various other 
social endeavours taken by the company or by the company’s employees. 
 
Table XIII. Details of environmental information disclosure. 
 
 
 
The extent of monetary information disclosed by both Indian and New Zealand companies 
in their chairpersons’ statement is largely insignificant. Most of the Indian companies 
disclosed non-monetary narrative information in their chairpersons’ statement, to provide a 
positive public impression that they are concerned about the environment. None of the 
Indian companies disclosed bad news concerning their involvement with the environment. 
On the other hand, only one company in the New Zealand sample disclosed a single 
sentence reporting “bad news” relating to the impact of its operations on the environment. 
The disclosure trends – content analyses of 2001-2005 annual reports. This section analyses 
the trends of disclosure for the 2001-2005 reporting periods. The analyses conducted for 
this section are provided in Appendix. Tables AI and AII (Appendix) show a comparison of 
the main category of information disclosed in chairpersons’ report of Indian and New 
Zealand companies, respectively, from 2001 to 2005. As can be observed in the tables, the 
average number of sentences disclosed by Indian companies was more in 2005 (99.37) 
compared to information provided in 2001 (43.8). The same trend can been observed 
among New Zealand companies, disclosing 30.05 sentences on average in 2001 and 44.90 in 
2005. The tables suggest that based on sentence count, Indian companies disclosed more 
information than their New Zealand counterparts for the period 2001-2005. Companies in 
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the Indian sample also disclosed more information relating to company profile (except in 
2002), product/service information and human resource information compared to New 
Zealand companies. However, New Zealand companies disclosed more information relating 
to investor, social (except in 2005) and corporate governance issues compared to companies 
in the Indian sample. Like environmental information (discussed later), we find that Indian 
companies disclosed more financial information in 2001 and 2005, but New Zealand 
companies disclosed more financial information in 2002, 2003, and 2004. We argue that 
disclosures in terms of financial information are very similar between the two samples and 
therefore do not reflect the perceived cultural differences between India and New Zealand. 
Tables AIII and AIV (Appendix) show the nature of human resource information disclosed by 
Indian and New Zealand companies from 2001 to 2005. As can be observed, on average, 
Indian companies disclosed more information on employee welfare and safety compared to 
New Zealand companies from 2001 to 2005. Indian companies also disclosed more 
information relating to both employee compensation and executive compensation plans 
from 2001 to 2004 than companies in the New Zealand sample. In general, the average 
number of sentences disclosed by Indian companies under “human resource information” 
category was more than the information provided by New Zealand companies. 
Tables AV and AVI (Appendix) show the nature of social information disclosed by 
Indian and New Zealand companies, respectively, during 2001 to 2005. On average New 
Zealand companies disclosed more social information from 2001 to 2004, but were 
overtaken by Indian companies in 2005. We observe that more attempts were made by 
Indian companies to quantify social information in monetary terms between 2001 and 2005, 
while New Zealand companies disclosed more non-monetary social information during the 
same period. Most of the non-monetary social information disclosed by New Zealand 
companies merely provided general information, such as donations made to various 
charitable courses with no specifics on the quantum of such donations. A very striking 
observation in this study is that despite the impressive disclosure levels among Indian 
companies, there was no single disclosure of “bad news” in any category, in the five years 
observed, while New Zealand companies provided three sentences on bad news disclosure 
during the same period. As noted earlier, this may be due to the fact that they did not have 
such news to disclose, or they were trying to make a positive public impression, by 
suppressing such news. 
Tables AVII and AVIII (Appendix) show the nature of environmental information disclosed by 
Indian and New Zealand companies from 2001 to 2005. While there was some attempts to 
provide environmental information in corporate chairperson’s reports in both countries, the 
efforts in the category was rather less than what we observed in the other categories. For 
example, disclosure of monetary values of environmental information by both Indian and 
New Zealand companies was sparse, with only one sentence observed in 2005 for both New 
Zealand and Indian companies. Admittedly, the quantification of environmental information 
in corporate annual reports is an area that most companies, globally, are currently 
struggling with (Mir and Rahaman, 2008). It was therefore not surprising that the 
information disclosed by both New Zealand and Indian companies in this category was 
largely non-monetary in nature, possibly for impression management purposes (Neu et al., 
1998). None of the Indian companies disclosed bad news concerning their involvement with 
the environment, while New Zealand companies provided a total of three unfavourable 
sentences relating to corporate impacts on the environment between 2001 and 2005. This 
difference in disclosure on adverse environmental events may not necessarily be a 
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reflection of attitudes towards environmental disclosures in both countries, particularly, as 
Indian companies attempt to attract investors in global markets, one would expect them to 
strive for a more acceptable environmental image. 
 
Discussion and conclusions 
The results of our content analyses suggest that Indian companies on average provide more 
information in the chairperson’s reports in almost all the categories than their New Zealand 
counterparts. Clearly, this is in contrast to the proposition that, given the expected secretive 
nature of the Indian culture, as per Hofstede’ typology, companies in the Indian sample 
would provide less disclosures in their chairperson’s report. Despite the bi-cultural nature of 
the New Zealand population, we argue that the dominance of the Pakeha group makes this 
type of comparison useful as a clear distinction can be made between the cultures of the 
two countries. Yet the results of the content analyses does not reflect the expected 
transparent nature of New Zealand, at least this does not show in our analysis of the 
chairperson’s report. On the contrary Indian companies were more transparent as they 
provided more information especially relating to their products, concern for environment 
and financial performance. 
An important question then is, to what extent does culture explain these differences in 
disclosure in the chairperson’s report? Our contention is that voluntary disclosure 
(chairpersons’ report is completely voluntary) is a complex phenomenon and cultural 
variables alone are not sufficient for predicting such disclosure practices. We further argue 
that these practices are also influenced by other organisational antecedents, such as 
environmental conditions, industry norms and market competition. The fact that Indian 
companies are providing more disclosure in their chairperson’s report could be reflecting 
the importance of other non-cultural factors, especially the need for western investors to 
participate in the emerging Indian market. 
Furthermore, the observations from our content analyses could also be reflecting the 
general trends in disclosure practices in India. Turning to the literature, we find Hedge et al. 
(1997) observing that India is doing considerable innovative work in social and human 
resource accounting. Their study also provided evidence that India ranked higher than New 
Zealand in terms of voluntary disclosure more generally. Drawing on Rajamoni (1994) cited 
in Hedge et al. (1997) further argued that Indian companies today is seen not just as 
economic organisations but as social forces with duties to employees and society at large. A 
more recent study by Chatterjee and Mir (2006) observed that the environmental reporting 
status of Indian companies also did not follow the expected secretive behaviour, as Indian 
companies did disclose environmental information voluntarily in their annual reports. 
Some have argued that the growing Indian economy could be an important explanatory 
factor for the level of disclosure observed in our content analyses. Salter (1998), for 
example, argued that as countries grow richer they disclose more information in annual 
reports and also noted that 1 percent increase in wealth or market capitalisation has 
roughly equivalent positive impact on disclosure pattern. Available economic data show that 
India has been growing richer over the last decade and our observations may be consistent 
with this argument (Crook, 1991). Similarly, responding to Jaggi and Low’s (2000) contention 
that market forces have a significant impact on financial disclosures more generally, 
Archambault and Archambault (2003) argued that the financial disclosure decisions are far 
more complex and influenced by many national and corporate factors. 
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The arguments presented above might explain why Indian chairpersons’ voluntary 
disclosure is not in conformity with the perceived secretive culture. Indian companies have 
been facing tremendous international and domestic challenges since the liberalisation of the 
Indian economy in the early 1990s. India is now widely regarded as one of the emerging 
global powerhouses with a growing annual trade volume (particularly in the information 
technology sector) with western countries in Europe, North America as well as Japan. 
Chandler (2005, p. 44) in a Fortune Magazine article commented that: 
The new vigor of India’s economy has won New Delhi respect in Washington [...] 
Investors, too, are piling in. Foreign buyers, led by the Japanese, have snapped up 
shares on India’s Stock Exchanges in recent months, helping to drive the Sensex past 
the 8,500 mark, a record high. Blue-chip private equity firms such as Warburg Pincus, 
Blackstone, and Carlyle are pouring billions into Indian ventures. 
 
Our observations from the content analyses are also consistent with Haniffa and Cooke 
(2002) who noted that while disclosure practice cannot be culture-free, societal values 
converge resulting from technological development. Clearly, over the last decade, India has 
increasingly been recognized as one of the countries with a strong technology sector which, 
as Haniffa and Cooke (2002) contend, could be a contributing factor to the level of 
disclosure that is observed in this study. Similar arguments about the technology sector 
cannot be made in New Zealand whose economy continues to be dominated by the 
agricultural sector. The effect of technology on the increasing availability of information in 
the Indian society is captured by Singh (2005) when he notes that: 
 
The last few decades have witnessed a visible transition in the industrial landscape of 
India. Technology has helped society to cut across the traditional boundaries for 
getting converted into an emerging information society. The existing digital gap is 
getting reduced day by day as the internet and World Wide Web is helping greatly in 
bridging the gap between information-rich and information poor. 
 
On the local scene, a new breed of likely sophisticated users of financial statements is 
growing in the Indian society as the level of formal education increases over the last two 
decades (Doupnik and Salter, 1995). Corporate management and financial report preparers 
would have to reflect the information needs of this growing middle class in their annual 
reports and our observations could partially be explained by this trend. In this new 
environment, the long held view about Indian culture (Hofstede and Gray) which informed 
our proposition that less information would be disclosed in chairperson’s reports among 
Indian companies because of the expected level of secrecy, might be a thing of the past. 
As India’s economy continues to advance, there is likely to be a changing landscape in the 
widely accepted cultural value orientations of the country and researchers would have to 
re-examine our conventional knowledge of the country. This study of chairperson’s report 
can be seen as setting the stage for the unlearning and relearning process that may be 
required in furtherance of our knowledge of financial reporting in India. On the other hand, 
our study could also be suggesting that New Zealand’s bi-culturalism is more pronounced 
than we currently find in the literature, making it possibly less transparent than we think. 
We suggest future research investigating the factors influencing the corporate disclosure 
practices in emerging economies such as India. We also suggest more comparative studies 
that will broaden our knowledge about cultural impact on corporate disclosure. 
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Notes 
1. Since its promulgation, the Companies Act has been amended a number of times, 
and it is now known as the Companies (amendment)/ (second amendment) Act 2002 
(Chatterjee, 2005). 
2. Base on strong empirical evidence, Smith and Taffler (2000) argue that with the 
chairpersons’ statement alone one is able to classify firms as subsequent bankrupt or 
non-failed with a very high degree of accuracy, equivalent to that of carefully 
developed financial ratio-based z-score models. 
3. This work has attracted hundreds of entries in the social science citation index 
during the past decade (Hoppe, 1990). 
4. It is worth noting that the cultural value dimensions of the countries investigated 
in this study remained the same in Hofstede (1991) as they were ranked in Hofstede 
(1980). 
5. Countries having a score of greater than 60 in a cultural value dimension have 
been considered to possess high position in that value dimension. Countries with 
scores between 
50 and 60 have been considered to possess medium, and those having a score of less 
than 50 have been considered to possess low positions in that value dimension. 
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Table AI. Disclosure position of main information in chairpersons’ reports of Indian companies. 
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Table AII. Disclosure position of main information in chairpersons’ reports of New Zealand companies. 
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Table AIII. Details of human resource information disclosure in chairpersons’ reports of Indian companies. 
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AIV. Details of human resource information disclosure in chairpersons’ reports of New Zealand companies. 
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Table AV. Details of social information disclosure in chairpersons’ report of Indian companies. 
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Table AVI. Details of social information disclosure in chairpersons’ report of New Zealand companies. 
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Table AVII. Details of environmental information disclosure in chairpersons’ reports of Indian companies. 
 
 
 
Table AVIII. Details of environmental information disclosure in chairpersons’ report of New Zealand companies. 
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